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Present: 


ASFC 82-14-M 
COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 
Minutes of the meeting held on Friday, December 3, 1982 


M. Singer, Chairman, R. Breen, D. Taddeo, R. Roy, J. Princz, C. Foster, 
T. Arbuckle-Maag, C. Bertrand, K. Bindon, A. Broes, D. Dicks, J. Doyle, 
R. Diubaldo, A. Galler, C. Kalman, K. Kusano, B. Lewis, M. Oppenheim, 

F. MacLeod, S. McEvenue, D. McDougall, G. Newsham, R. Pallen, K. Riener, 
E. Raudsepp, A. Ross, J. Ryan, B. Sahni, 0. Schwelb, H. Shulman, 

M. Squires, G. Taggart, M. Taylor, G. Trudel, J. Young, A. Okwudi, 

A. Megann, S. Rajiva, J. Blin, J. Griffin. 


Absent with Regrets: D. Dicks, B. Petrie, L. Sanders, A.M. Ketter. 
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Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 1:40 p.m. 


Approval of Agenda 


Provost Singer said that he would like to include on the agenda, either 
under item6 (a) or under other Other Business, the issue raised in a letter 
from Prof. Lewis concerning the lack of enforcement of silence rules in 

the Vanier Library. 


It was moved and seconded (Taddeo/Ryan) to approve and adopt the agenda 
as amended. Vote: Carried 


Approval of Minutes 


Prof. Ryan noted that his name had been left off the list of those in 
attendance. 


It was moved and seconded (MacLeod/Kalman) to approve the minutes of the 
meeting held on November 19, 1982 as amended. Vote: Carried 


Chairman's Remarks 


Provost Singer drew the attention of the members of Council to the fact 
that in the last issue of The Link (November 26, 1982) there was an article 
on the Peat Marwick process that clearly gave the names of the people who 
had been polled for the Phase I Report, but if there were members of 
Council who had not seen that list, he could provide them with copies of 
the listing. 


The Chairman reminded members of Council that nominations for honorary 
degrees would be considered early in the new year and he invited submissions 
to be sent to his office. 


The Provost reported that the sole item on the agenda for the last meeting 
of Senate was "Reports from the Committee on Priorities and Planning and 

the University Mission Study". He said that the meeting started with reports 
from the Chairmen of the four Faculty Councils followed by some expression 
of opinion; he did not want to say that there was a debate. He found the 
discussion somewhat unsatisfactory. He asked Prof. McEvenue if he, as a 
member of the Senate Steering Committee, wished to comment. 


Prof. McEvenue said that he shared the opinion expressed by one of the 
members of the Commerce Faculty that most professors did not seem interested 
in the debate. 


Provost Singer reported that the Faculty of Arts and Science Council had 
given the Reports greater attention than any other Council. It would appear 
that the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council had a substantive 
discussion on the issues, based on a document prepared by Prof. Giguere, 

but that the discussions in the Fine Arts and Commerce and Administration 
Councils were much more limited. He suggested that one of the reasons for 
this was that so much of the Fahey document concerns the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, either in terms of its structure or in terms of its future positioning 
in the academic priorities of the University. Secondly, Arts and Science in 
many universities has served as the conscience of the university community 
and our faculty seem to be willing: to devote more time to the issues. 


The Chairman continued his remarks by saying that he hoped the discussion 
on the Reports could be concluded at this meeting, and that in any case, the 
Rector had asked that the debate be finished before Christmas. 


Provost Singer reported that the Rector had informed Senate that the earliest 
possible date that the Peat Marwick Phase II document could be ready would 

be December 15, but as a member of that Steering Committee, the Provost 

did not think that it would be available until the new year. Once it is 
available, it is intended that there be a discussion in Senate first, after 
which the report will be considered by the Councils. 


The Chairman concluded his remarks by saying that there may not be a meeting 
of Council early in January unless the Phase II document becomes available 
since he did not think that there were a sufficient number of items on hand 
to warrant the setting of a meeting. 


Questions and Announcements 
There were no questions raised. 


Looking to the Future - Report of the Committee on Prioiities and Planning, 


and Phase I Report of the University Mission Study - fifth session (ASFC82-11-D1) 


Recommendation 60 (continued) 


The Chairman read the motion that was left on the table at the end of the 
last meeting - (Kalman/McEvenue) that the computer resources and utilization 
committee be made a committee of Senate modelled after the Senate Library 
Committee (82-13-14). 


82-14-3 


82-14-4 


82-14-5 


Prof. McEvenue suggested that the debate that took place had been dropped 

for lack of information but he was not sure who was to procure that additional 
information; the intention of the motion was to draw the attention of the 
University to the fact that Computer Science and the Computer Centre is too 
big an area to be left entirely within the Engineering Faculty and at the 
same time to have it report to a Vice-Rector who does not sit on Senate. 


Prof. Kalman proposed that his motion be amended by deleting the words 
"modelled after the Senate Library Committee". The seconder of the motion 
agreed to the change. 


The motion as amended was voted on and was carried. 
Recommendation 8 


Provost Singer noted that the Steering Committee had found the area in the 
Fahey Report devoted to student concerns to be the least substantive and 
least satisfactory section of the entire document and felt that those 
concerns should not be ignored by Council just because they were not high- 
lighted in the Report. 


Prof. Kalman pointed out that there were no student representatives present 
at the Steering Committee meeting at which the issue was discussed and it 
was thought that the student representatives might want to introduce 
something in Council. 


Mr. Griffin proposed that Council endorse the recommendation in statement 
8 and condemn the fact that there was so little student in-put in the Report. 


The Chairman suggested that there were two separate issues: ome, the 
question of the three issues outlined in the document before Counci 1 

(ASFC 82-11-D1) and whether Council wished to take a stand on those issues; 
two, whether Council wished to explore the lack of student in-put in the 
Report. 


Mr. Princz expressed his concern over the fact that neither Report addressed 
the current major undertaking of the university community to extend the 
library facilities. He hoped that Council would make some statement in 
support of the project. 


It was moved and seconded (Sahni/Galler) that Council strongly endorses the 
observation that students suffer from the lack of adequate library facilities 
and space in which to meet and study and urges that immediate remedial action 
be taken at the appropriate level. 


Prof. McEvenue proposed that the words “library facilities" be replaced by 
"library budget", seconded by Prof. Kalman. 


Mr. Princz reported that the Library Committee has been occupied with a 
number of questions in the last few years. Since 1976 the book budget has 
been stagnant and that the costs have doubled which has resulted in a cut in 
the periodical section. In addition, the library no longer receives extra 


funds as it once did when the community expressed interest in developing 
the collection. He concluded by saying that university decision making 
no longer plans a high priority in library matters. 


Prof. Singer pointed out that the social sciences, and the sciences in 
particular, are in a very difficult situation because in those fields the 
journals have become so expensive as to absorb the entire budget of a 
department. 


The amendment was voted on and was carried (unanimously). 


Prof. Bertrand pointed out that one of the diffculties with the motion as 
amended was that it was an attempt to cover a number of problems in one 
motion that would be better served by two or three motions. One of the 
things bothering him was that he has heard the same thing said many times 
since 1976, "wouldn't it be nice if the library had more money". He 
thought that the point was that faculty have no idea of what percentage 

of the budget is alloted to the library, or who makes the decision as to 
how much is to be spent on the library, as opposed to athletics, Computer 
Centre, etc. What was needed was to pinpoint the issue as to the percentage 
of the University budget that was devoted to the library and library 
facilities and then to move to the other issue, raised in the Fahey Report, 
of space and the problems of space. He suggested that the motion be split 
in order to clarify the issue and make the concerns of Council clearer and 
more forceful. 


The mover and seconder of the motion agreed to split the motion in such a 
way as to have the first read: "Council strongly endorses Recommendation 8 - 
(that students suffer from the lack of adequate library budget and space 

in which to meet and study and urges that immediate remedial action be taken 


at the appropriate level). Vote: Carried (unanimous ly) 
82- 14-6 It was moved and seconded (Bertrand/Galler) that the University increase 

the funding and space available to the library in order to maintain the 

collection. Vote: Carried (unanimously) 
82- 14-7 It was moved and seconded (Taddeo/Rajiva) to improve the availability and 


quality of space in which to study, meet, and eat. Vote: Carried 


Prof. Lewis voiced his concern over the lack of enforcement of the silence 
regulation in the Vanier Library as outlined in his letter to the Chairman 
of Council (ASFC 82-14-02, uncirculated). 


82- 14-8 It was moved and seconded (Lewis/Ryan) that the Chairman of the Council 
suggest to the head of the Library administration that it is important that 
Silence be intorced in the Vanier Library; and that a report be made at the 
next regularly scheduled meeting of Council as to the process that has been 
made. 


Mr. Princz commented that this was a very difficult rule to enforce, but 
that there had been some improvement in the situation by the fact that 
students from other universities have been excluded from using the library 
from 3:00 p.m. to closing on Saturdays and Sundays to the end of the term. 


In addition, consideration is being given to the idea of enforcing such a 
regulation in the second term during the last six weeks of classes. However, 
they did not want to exclude CEGEP students from using the library. 


In that this motion speaks not to solving the problem, but to establishing 
a channel of communication concerning the problem, Prof. Bindon called the 
question. There was general agreement to calling the question. 


A vote was taken on the motion and it was carried. 


The Chairman suggested that Council delay consideration of the lack of 
student in-put to the Report for the moment and move on to the Academic 
Priorities, particularly Recommendations 11 and 12. 


Recommendations 1] and 12 


The Chairman summarized the contents of Recommendations 11 and 12 by saying 
that the first deals with the Fahey Committee's recommendation for a three- 
year evaluation process. According to the proposal, in January 1983 each 
department would begin a self-analysis, in 1984 the four Faculties would 
begin talking about the interrelationships, and in 1985 the University 

would begin talking about the expansion and contraction of various Faculties. 
Recommendation 12 expands on the self-analysis of a department; the kind of 
profile that a department might adopt. 


Dean Taddeo asked the Chairman to give his sense of where the academic 
evaluation process is at in the University given the Phase II Peat Marwick 
Report. 


Provost Singer replied that the matter is now under discussion by the Phase 
II Committee. At Senate it became clear that at least two Faculties, Fine 
Arts and Engineering, had discussed this process and are impatient with it. 
They thought that the process could be speeded up. In the Peat Marwick 
Phase II Steering Committee there is a general sense that such an evaluation 
is useless unless it is clear what the purposes of such an evaluation process 
are. He said that his own opinion was that it would be better to delay any 
evaluations until it is clear what the University's reaction to the Phase 

II Report is. He noted that the Arts and Science Faculty has evaluated, or 
was in the process of evaluating, nearly half of its programmes at this 
moment. 


Dean Taddeo compared the evaluations that had been carried out in the Faculty 
in the past year with the purpose of the proposed evaluations as seen by the 

Fahey Committee and the Mission Study. He believed that it was premature 

to discuss the question of evaluation until it is known if we have a mission 

and if the Faculty agrees with it. 


Provost Singer clarified the term "mission" as being the selection of some 
of the opportunities and the question of whether individual departments, 
colleges, or programmes might wish to evaluate themselves in the light of 
the selected opportunities. He reminded the members of Council that in 
addition to the two recommendations under discussion, there was a need to 
declare a position on the recommendations of the Curriculum Committee 

(ASFC 82-9-D3) that was tabled. He suggested that a motion be proposed to 
suspend the evaluation process, started in the Faculty last year, until the 
outcome of the Mission Study is known. 


82-14-9 


32- 14-10 


Asked if, in the light of these reports the Faculty of Arts and 

Science could be hurt, the Provost replied that one could suggest that 

one of the reasons that other Faculties are so anxious to do evaluations 

is because they believe that their role will be seen to be meritorious of 
greater resources and the role of Arts and Science will be seen as requiring 
less resources. 


Based on the premis that some efforts will be made in the next few years 

to carry out re-appraisals for the purposes of re-organizing, accommodating, 
expanding and contracting departments, and based on the Faculty's experience 
on the approach to the appraisals process initiated last year, Prof. Taylor 
thought that there was a need to be prepared. She distributed two motions 
which she had had printed (ASFC 82-14-D3). 


It was moved and seconded (Taylor/Ryan) that an Ad Hoc Committee of Faculty 
Council be established to draft a set of procedural and criteria guidelines 
for the anticinated university-wide academic olanning and evaluation (as 
proposed in the Fahey Report). This draft would be presented to the March 
meeting of Faculty Council for approval, and possibly modification, and 

then advanced as the Faculty's position in deliberations which will establish 
university-wide procedures and criteria for this planning and evaluation 
process. 


Prof. Ryan agreed with the spirit of the motion and its motivations but 
thought that the procedures or criteria could not be set in advance before 
the purpose and function of the evaluation is known. 


There was general agreement with that argument, but at the same time concern 
was expressed that not sufficient time would be allowed for Council to 
consider all aspects of the Phase II Report. 


Vice-Rector Breen pointed to two real problems: first, that the Faculty 
Council has a particular process which has already been started, but which 
has been halted for the moment; the Fahey Committee has made a recommendation 
but it is not known what is going to happen in the final analysis with the 
second stage of the Peat Marwick Report. He thought it would be preferable 
for the Council to suspend discussion on this item until the second report 

is out just before Christmas. Then it will be possible to discuss something 
which is real. 


It was moved and seconded (Breen/Shulman) to table the motion. 


Prof. Taylor said she was not in favour of waiting to find out what someone 
else's purposes are, specifically before something is done. There should 
be a sense of preparation for discussion. She thought that the current 
situation was too much like waiting for a sentence. 


The motion to table was voted on and was carried. 
In terms of the time~table for discussion of the Peat Marwick Phase I] 


Report Prof. Taylor complained of the lack of an engaging process which 
she thought was necessary because all faculty were committed to heavy agendas. 


32-14-11 


32-14-12 


32-14-13 


32-14-14 


Provost Singer replied that he did not see that it would be possible for 
the process to start, if indeed it is to take place, before March. 


It was moved and seconded (Maag/Oppenheim) to approve Recommendation 11. 
Vote: Defeated (unanimous ly) 


It was moved and seconded (Maag/Bertrand) to approve Recommendation 12. 
Vote: Defeated (unanimous ly) 


After considerable discussion the following motion was proposed: 


It was moved and seconded (Maag/Ryan) that the Arts and Science Faculty 

has been engaged in extensive evaluation procedures over the past two years 
at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. Based on that experience, 
Council is concerned about the proposed evaluation procedure. Council feels 
strongly that the need for such an evaluation procedure has not yet been 
justified and that the criteria have yet to be elaborated. Council insists 
on having the opportunity to discuss both the justification and criteria 
for such an evaluation process when the Phase II Report is released. 
Further, Council insists that should such an evaluation procedure occur, 
that the expertise within the Faculty and University be incorporated in any 
such evaluation process. 


Dean Taddeo wondered to what extent Faculty Councils will have the opportunity 
for input to the evaluation process, if there is to be one, if the image 
presented to the University, Senate and then Faculty Councils of what Concordia 
University is to be like in 1990 is one that is clearly defined. 


Prof. Ryan was upset by the thought that Council might be presented with 
something fait accompli - that Council would decide on the direction it ought 
to go, but if we are clearly defeated and know on what grounds we are defeated 
then we can procede to structure our criteria and procedures in order to 
protect ourselves the best way we can. 


The motion was voted on and was carried (unanimously). 


It was moved and seconded (Bindon/Taylor) to establish an Ad Hoc committee 
composed of faculty personnel who have technical expertise and knowledge in 
educational institution evaluation to deal with the Phase II Report and to 
recommend on how such an evaluation procedure might be done in Arts and 
Science. 


Prof. Kalman suggested that the difference between this committee and the 
one proposed earlier was that it would react quickly when the report comes 
out; to analyze and prepare a report for Council from the point of view of 
evaluation. 


Prof. Maag could not see how members could be appointed to a committee when 
it was not known what kind of expertise would be needed to respond to the 
document. 


Some members shared Prof. Maag's position while others thought that some 
work should be done in advance because of the time element involved. 


82-14-15 


82-14-16 


82-14-17 


Ms. Rajiva called the question. Provost Singer suggested that the three 
people left on the speakers list be allowed to contribute to the debate. 
He called on Prof. Bertrand to speak. 


Prof. Bertrand spoke against forming a committee when it was not known what 
problems it was to deal with; secondly, that a similar motion had been 
tabled earlier in the meeting. 


Prof. Bertrand moved to table the motion. 


The Chairman suggested that the motion was out-of-order because the question 
had been called and someone had agreed that the speakers list would be 
exhaus ted before that action was taken. 


The Chair was challenged, the opinion of the Chair was upheld and the debate 
continued. 


A vote was taken on the motion to establish an Ad Hoc committee and it was 
defeated. 


Recommendation 16 


"In certain undersubscribed departments of the University or in departments 
with a large number of faculty members and a low student/faculty ratio, 
there may be professors who have achieved excellence but who are currently 
underutilized. This situation could, in part, be solved by transfer to 
other areas of the university, either academic and (sic) administrative." 


Prof. Trudel moved to table the recommendation saying that the policy was 
already in effect. Vote: Defeated 


It was moved and seconded (Ryan/Trudel) to support Recommendation 16. 


Prof. Shulman pointed out that one of the problems with the recommendation 
was that there was no provision for the individual to object to the transfer 
or to comment on the usefulness of the proposed change. He thought that 
again this was the managerial approach to what education is about, cost 
effectiveness based on enrollments. He took the position that certain things 
have to exist in a university separate from the number of students or the 
cost of an individual's position. 


Dean Taddeo was opposed to having the effectiveness of a professor judged 
solely on the number of students that professor teaches. However, if a 
faculty member in one department is capable of teaching courses outside 
his/her department he thought that ought to be encouraged. 


Ms. Rajiva disagreed with the recommendation saying that it inferred that 
a low student/teacher ratio was an undesirable situation. She thought that 
smaller classes were needed. 


The motion was voted on and was defeated. 


82-14-18 


82-14-19 


82-14-20 


82-14-21 


82-14-22 


82-14-23 


It was moved and seconded (Bertrand/McEvenue) that the members of the 
Faculty Council recognize that the reassignment of faculty members is 
a useful concept if done voluntarily and through a process of consultation. 


It was moved and seconded (Rajiva/Griffin) to amend the motion to change 
the word "useful" to "permissible". Vote: Defeated 


Prof. Ryan moved to amend the motion by adding “with the aim of preserving 
expertise in a more advantageous: academic setting". 


The addition to the motion was accepted without a formal vote having been 
taken. 


It was moved and seconded (Taylor/Broes) to insert, parenthetically after 
the word voluntarily, the phrase "on the part of the individual and the 
units involved". Vote: Carried 


Prof. Maag suggested that there should be a preamble to the motion which 
would state, "There may be professors in the University whose expertise is 
under-utilized in the area in which they are working and whose expertise 
or potential expertise would be welcomed and fully appreciated or fully 
used in another area, in this light...." 


Prof. Maag's suggestion was accepted by the members of Council. The motion 
as amended was voted and was carried. 


Recommendation 50 


"Deans should help departments begin to plan how they will adjust to those 
eventualities. These plans should be formulated by December 1983 as part 
of the first stage of the process recommended by this Committee." 


The members of Council were reminded of the action they had taken in 
rejecting Recommendation 16 and that that should be kept in mind in con- 
sidering this recommendation. 


It was moved and seconded (Megann/McEvenue) to move Recommendation 50 from 
the A prioroty list. Vote: Carried 


It was moved and seconded (Chaikelson/Kalman) to table the issue as being 


irrelevant in view of the action taken at this meeting. 
Vote: Carried 


The Provost said that he thought that Council should know that when he 
reports to Senate on behalf of Council that he does not report tabling 
motions as an example of actions taken by Council in favour or against 
some thing. 


Recommendation 55 


",..@ach Faculty should determine, or review as the case may be, its 
specific areas of specialization." 


82-14-24 


82-14-25 


82-14-26 


82-14-27 


10. 


Prof. Maag, in response to the suggestion that this item be removed from 
the A priority list, said that this was the only item on the list that 
dealt with research, and although Council had determined that it would 
wait until the Phase II Report was ready before discussing some topics, 
she thought it extremely essential that we have a deliberate policy with 
regard to the amount of graduate work and research the University is going 
to encourage. 


It was moved and seconded (McEvenue/Oppenheim) to remove Recommendation 55 
from the A priority list. Vote: Carried 


It was moved and seconded (Chaikelson/McEvenue) that Council strongly 
endorses the recommendation of the Fahey Committee that the University 
must develop a deliberate policy for the eighties with regard to the 
amount of graduate work and research it will encourage and having made 
that determination support these endeavours as fully as possible with 
space, faculty, and resources. Vote: Carried 


Two-Campus Operation 


Recommendation 40 


",..a Clear and consistent operational plan must be taken within the next 

two years to decide where to concentrate certain Faculties and Departments. 
...Concordia cannot afford to operate as though it were two universities. 
..-Any duplication of offices or plants are costly and should be eliminated." 


Asked to comment on the problem of space, Vice-Rector Breen gave a brief 
statement on the utilization of space on the two campuses at this point in 
time and spoke of some of the difficulties that would have to be faced in 
the future. 


It was moved and seconded (Lewis/Ryan) to adopt Recommendation 40. 


In answer to a question about the concentration of Arts and Science 
facilities on the Loyola Campus, Vice-Rector Breen reolied that 90% of 
the space on the Loyola Campus was occupied bv Arts and Science. Provost 
Singer added that the bulk of the Arts and Science Faculty was still on 
the Sir George Williams Campus. 


Prof. Lewis was strongly opposed to the last sentence of the recommendation. 


Prof. Broes stated that it has been to the advantage of the English Depart- 
ment to have a two-campus operation; that the enrollment on the SGW Campus 
this year had increased by 20% in the day and 30% in the evening. He 
thought that if the whole operation was transferred to the Loyola Campus 

it would result in a high attrition rate and that many students would be 
lost to McGill. 


It was moved and seconded (Megann/Lewis) to reject the last sentence of 
the recommendation. Vote: Carried 


Provost Singer said that he would report that as Council having expressed 
its opposition to that point in the recommendation. 


82-14-28 


2-14-29 


Th 


Prof. Pallen voiced his concern about who would make the decisions as to 
where departments are to be located and to what extent there should be 
consultation with those concerned. He noted that changes in one department 
or Faculty affect other Faculties. 


It was moved and seconded (Pallen/Taddeo) that a clear and consistent 
operational plan be taken in the next two years in consultation with the 
Deans and Chairmen. 


Dean Roy expressed his concern over space consideration being the sole 
driving force behind the whole rationalization exercise. He pointed out 
that in spite of our two-campus operation we have the most efficient 
operation in the Province of Quebec. He referred to an article which 
appeared in Le Devoir on November 2, based on a Ministry of Education Study 
which was carried out and released last March, but for some reason was not 
made available to the Fahey Committee or Peat Marwick, on the sectorial 
costs in the different areas and that Concordia fared rather poorly. In 
the general context of financial efficiency, Dean Roy said that he would 
hate to see the space issue overshadow everything else and to have reorgani- 
zation simply to try to satisfy some very bizarre space requirement. 


It was reported that the study referred to by Dean Roy had been given to 
the Peat Marwick group. 


Dean Taddeo suggested that a preamble be added to the motion to the effect 
that Council recognizes the attractions of the respective campuses as 
being a distinguishing feature of the two-campus operation and that that 
fact should be kept in mind in drawing up the long term plan of action in 
determining how space is going to be distributed in the University. 


Prof. Pallen asked that the preamble include the statement that a wide 
variety of factors and not just space should be taken into consideration. 


The Chairman summarized the preamble as "Recognizing the distinguishing 
features of our two campuses and bearing in mind that factors other than 
space ought to determine where we locate our operation...." 


The question was called on the motion to approve the first two sentences 
of Recommendation 40 as amended and it was carried. 


Recommendation 47 


",..the University should consider expanded use of the Loyola campus in 
the future..." 


The sense of Council was that no further action need be taken on Recom- 


mendation 47; that it was subsumed into Recommendation 40 and that it 
would depend on the results of the operational plan that is developed. 


Next Meeting 


The Chairman announced that the next regular meeting of Council, scheduled 
for January 14, would not be held unless the Phase II Report was ready. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:40 p.m. (Taddeo/Shulman). 


